I. THE PROBLEM
As research has advanced our understanding of traditional China, the notion of a temporally seamless and monolithically "Confucian" state, with a "Confucian" government dominated by "Confucian" bureaucrats who were guided in their policy-making and political behavior by a uniform "Confucian" ideology has been judged excessively simplistic. Not only did Confucian doctrine undergo substantial changes and shifts of emphasis over the centuries, but officials who served at any given time in the name of Confucianism were by no means agreed on all aspects of its interpretation or how it was to be practically implemented in the administrations they served. Indeed, it has been widely observed that polarities and basic tensions existed in Confucian thought that tended to divide nominal Confucians into fairly well-defined bureaucratic types: "tender-minded" and "tough-minded," "TaoistConfucians" and "Legalist-Confucians,"
"reformists" and "modernists," "soft" and "muscular," "romantics" and "realists," "selfcultivators"
and "administrators," "idealists" and "pragmatists," and so on 1 They were sensitive to the advantages to be gained by maximizing the economic and military power of the state at home and abroad. They were far less seduced than their Type I counterparts by the notion of a Utopian past whose moral, social, and economic order provided a blueprint for curing contemporary ills.
Finally, they were far less apt to profess their Confucian-ness than
